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Ms. Marcia Goldstein 
Greenwood Press, Inc. 

68 FosttHgad West 
Westport, CT 06861 

Dear Ms. Goldstein, 

Mslanson's Spy Saga is so very bad in so many ways you may find general comments 
difficult to accept. I've made notes in reading it. They are lengthy. They are enclosed 
with the copy of the manuscript I'm sending separately, as you asked. 

First apologise for my typing. T h e ey© surgery is the lest of my problems. I'll 

A 

be 77 in a few days, am recovering from open— heart surgery and have circulatory problems 
in both legs that require me to keep them elevated, this puts the typewriter to a side 
and makes for inaccuracies. 

lou may wonder if I am prejudiced. In a sense I am. I regard the Q b q k n ^ t1 oh of 
a president as the most subversive if crimes in our society. I believe that as it im- 
poses obligations and standards on offioial investigations of it it also imposes on 
those of ua who question the official investigations. Because the crime was never .really 
investigated officially, there are few leads for private investigators to follow. Any 
private inquiry, however, to be responsible, must be within the parameters of actual 
fact about the crime itself. There is a simply enormous amount of information now avail- 
able. I have obtained about a third of a million pages of once-withheld offioial records 
relating to this assassination and that of Dr. ^artin Luther Ling, Jr 0 They ar© accessible 
to anyone, and in practise this generally means those with whom I do not agree. ' i 'his a of 
course, includes Melanson , who did get what he wanted from my King assassination records. 
This is not reflected in his The Murkin Conspiracy. He had no interest in this abundance 
of JFK assassination materials. He makes no mention of the extensive FOIA litigation by 
means of which all this material is now available to anyone, here or in the reading^ 
rooms he did use and thanks. I do mean by this to raise questions about Jjjia honesty 
and personal and professional integrity. It is the opposite of honest scholarship to 
append lengthy bibliographies and to make no mention of this most basic material. It is 
less than honest not to include it and how it became available in his expressions of 
appreciation. 

Melanson presumes Oswald's guilt, as he did Hay's. He also assume© that sash 
crime was the and product of a conspiracy. Ha does not in either book establish that 
either crime was a conspiracy. Beyond reasonable question, both were. However s being • 
ever so much less of an authority than he pretends to be, he does not address the 

i i- 

question of conspiracy in his writing. Instead he theories who did it with the accused*. 

In both books his theories are untenable as he presents them. In common with all 
the many conspiracies of which I know, meaning the theories , he inevitably deceives and 
misleads the reader. This is inevitable and I regard it as a great disservice to the 
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n * ti£>n * It ^P 0388 u P° n trust “ it does the trust of publishers. Neither the people 

nor publishers are in a position to evaluate such works and there afe remarkably few 
authentic subject a^ssrsts publishers can consult. Host of those generally calle d re- 
searchers ana in fact conspiracy theorists and their work has been largely in support 
of the preconceptions with which they begin. Among those who have been published I a® a 
mi n ority of ons in opposing conspiracy theorising. 

Whether or not there was a conspiracy is not at all the same as ^fetifylag al= 
.^aged conspirators. If the crime was beyond .the capability of any one person it wa a a 
conspiracy. (Melanson does not even define conspiracy correctly.) That there was a con- 
spiracy does not identify those who conspired. 

He appears to be generous in his acknowledgements and to fellow conspiracy theorists 
he is but aside from S,lvia Meagher, whose book* is a truly great one and who is also dead, 

, with the book long out of print, he acknowledges no debt to those who did the basic work 

in bringing fact to light yet he inevitably draws on tho^works. The others he thanks know 
nothing at all about the subject matter. Throughout the manuscript, where he credits other 
books - and not uncommonly he does not - he usually manages to avoid well-known first publi- 
cation and instead Kites later works that repeat what was published earlier. This pattern 
appears to be with a purpose. 

He is quite generous to the Phi and Cl* reading rooms and in both books he makes a 
Oig »hing of Mjg “s® of both. What is available in those reading room^ as he does not tell 
the reader, is what others brought to light, often with long, difficult and cos^ylx)!* 
litigation. He makes it appear that he has done the difficult work of getting access to 
the Pol and Cl* records he cites, and dishonest and unscholarly failure to even mention 
what he well knows, that others did this work wtthoutyiwhich he could not have undertaken 
this book, leads the reader to believe that it was all his derring-do. The fact is that 
there is but a single thing in this book that he did bring to light and it is a triviality 
that he misuses and misrepresents, the number of employees the Cl* had in New Orleans. *11 
the other records of both agencies were already rescued from official oblivion for him and 
for others and were readily available to him without his going to those reading rooms. 

He has been here, I gave him access to everything I have on the King assassination, 
made copies for him of whatever he wanted, and he saw the extent of my JPK assassination 
archive. When h© asked for information then, by phone or mail, I sent it. It is I and I 
alone who brought the KURKIN records out, in a suit I filed in 1975 still before 

th*i courts. ^ knew this and he knew what he got here but there is no reflection of this 
in ijie Markin Conspiracy. In fact, some of what he got from me, PBI records, he misrepre^nts 
in that book to create what is essentially an untenable theory to fabricate a completely 
irrational conspiracy. If you are familiar with that book, a simle Blue for you is that 
McD«6ldton, the "fat man," did not and could not hide his identity because the PHI had 



disclosed it and he got that record from me, which identified McB&ldton to hi*. 

X un|erstand that he has sought and gotten assistance from the Assassination archive 
and Heseordh Center in Washington. There is no mention of it in his credits or notes. 

all of this and more like it is consistent with an effort on his part to stake out 
a claim for owning the subject matter. The fact is that he is not an expert, except in 
cooking up amatuerish and untenable theories and doing that with no taint of 'honesty or 

scholarship® His theory in this book is, as it was in The Murkin Conspiracy-, Xudierojus. 
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■■■■-** His ignorance on the subject-matter of this, book is col§.osal. I have never doubted 
that Oswald could have had some kind of intelligence connection, but never as what is to 
those agencies as an "agent." although he avoids mention of it, he had to know that in 
uy 197^ took x said that. Abd I was then limited to what the Warren Commission had pub- 
lished. He has n on " of that information in this book. More became available whan, years 
before he got interested, first with access to the Commission's records and then through 
FOIA litigation, mostly mine, (i alone filed suit for the FBI's Balias and New Orleans 
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records with which he is really quite ignorant or he'd have used quite a few he didn'S 
use. He not only makes no mention of this but he actually pretends in quoting a few of 
t hem that he got them from the FBI. Worse, he says, without any qualification, that some 
are still suppressed and they've been available, from me or from the FBI, for a decade.) 

He presents himself as an expert on intelligence agencies but in fact quite a few 
novels are a much more dependable source on them and how they work and what they do and 
do not do. Ha hasn't the slightest contact with reality on this and he is spectacularly 
stupid about the realities in both books. I should say, that%ide from my work for the 
past 25 years, I was in intelligence and I w-.s a Senate investigator and editor. Ha is 
living a^ fantasy in believing that he knows anything at all about intelligence and what 
emerges about it in this manuscript is laughable. And ridiculous. In both books. 

There is r m<-h that is relevance in a hook on this subject that is piblic and of 
which he knows that he omits because it is not consistent with what he has cooked up. 

One of the most glaring illustrations is his failure even to mention the name of Yuri 
Nosenko. Consistent with this, in his bibliography he makes no mention of my Post Mortem. 

I believe this is because it is in that book that I was the first to publish what this 
defected KGB official told the FBI about its suspicions about Oswald. There is much mor© 
but because you have read this manuscript and know its relevance, they suspected that ha 
was an "agent in place," also known as a "sleeper agent." But Melanson could not us® this 
andl suppress the rest. I have a rather large file of Nosenko records I got under FOIA that 
he could have seen and copied here as well as in the FBI's reading room. He may not kmow 
what is in those records but he does know what is published and this does include a very 
considerable amount in the hearings of the House Assassinations Committee whose duplications 
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„f the works of oritios ho doo. oee. Bat Imowdng .boat Sosenko ho. own ho pc.sfhlw bo re- 
^ oo a eerieo. echo- when ho makoe no mentton «t ell of him end .het he di^osed 
eed of 'the rethor volu-nooe k>ow He doesn't .... kho. .hethor the, ooold 

tol p him odVsnee hie theory thsteh. present. se feet .hoo It too'*. I do rsa-Thi. - dis- 
honest end not en aooldent. ' S «• p 1 ) . 

Sven when it is . major pert of this ^nsooript ho is grossly Ignorant of wbn. - 

available and es.ontial to it. t£o of the aomeroos instances .hat I'» sore yoo 11 — 
tor, George do Hohronsohildt. Ho doo. cite one Balias FBI ,05 filo, withooj any i—«- 
fictTon of what thjji filo <* U »i&oat&. > 105, represents, or the title of the HI' ”» ' 
h. sit... (In m filing, th. first comber is the filo o—sificatlon, th. second i of 
th. fils within that classification and the third is its serial —her, which ho -«•* 
but ovo&ecord has.) That is th. ooontsrint.llig.no. file on Jeanne d. Hohrensohildt, I 
_ pro.ome ho got this fro. tee. aobohn bocaos. I know of hsr Intorwst. It corns. oa 
^r-nasoript -4* not., as hi. work. Bat is e fsirly largo ,05 ttU . in 

a, FBI headquarter. snd in other field offices, he oAld have had acc.es to on* .0,1.. 
the Balia, file her*. But he doss not ..on know that it s*f > Schola^pT 

Bs not misunderstand .. on this, anybody snd everybody ha. access to 4 Kla edoords, 
„ hr. Wren, will tell you. For the nest pit this -eons that those with whom I disagio 

whatever they went. I believe that my os. of FOIa -kes me surras,. fo* the 
people snd - live with - abide by this belief snd the responsibilities it imposes - -• 
L. in case, althocgh I filed the edit to get those king records for * book I 

bad llready e«rted, limitation. imposed by my health prev.ht W completing it -,-*»• 
oould^bave^ bsen regarded as a -petite, he got .-ever he wanted. U P- » ~ - *- 
O.O.. h. did not tell me be ... working on a book - in.tead led me to believe tbet hi. 

interest was for his ieachingo ) , 

With regard to my hooks, it is inevitable that those writing about the ac ® ° 

mis sins tions will be using their content, *l*s is because they were the first, not 

— irr 
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who later used them is no - _ , Ug will also 

it doeen't bourne a bit. a. I'm sore. eg-, that Br. drone will talc will elec 

. it vea ask, 1 sm sure, that 1 do help anyone, including competlto . 

tell you, if y°k* a ° « u Vi ft 4*h«r or not you are con— 

by point her. is not complaint. It is to inlom you of whetn, or not y 

' . * of eobolarshio snd wbethar the antbor is qualified snd is honest. - 

sidering a wo, of - Consoirsoy and helaneon didn't, either, 

sot no complaint from me over hie in Th ^ for dBO. wh» he wa. 

Kiao told by the crew that produce , t „ told them I had a 

' d-v,, Billiest nonsense in that book, that ne 

getting them to use some of the silliest no 
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word about that book: to him 


** opinion of it and had ~ “ ld “• 1 MV " * 

and m fact belief it U ^ it t8 no t possible for me to determine whether it 
'i’hete are many points a- ^ p^t this is because he 

is poor BOholarBhip»i® :1 o^^'° e pret^ds so I dol’t know whether he does know 

“* l “ V “ -* ' '"l ^ -vis oattar, he ahould *».. dnd than 1- — « 

->**• - « ta. • »tu the third tin. or 

“o“i: — . — - — — * “““ *■* 18 

available, for the ^ ^ -elanson inoorreotly identifies as Oswald" S cm- 

an example of this 13 “ ^ wasn't, (Donovan) He 

officer and in ^sslon of significant military secrets 

-±s used in connection with Oswa ia not secret to the military.) 

■ihhich he wasn't. (What is secret to t ^ ^ ulleged aecreta until about. -the tird time 
LTs im t.ng « -d be ^ed as . P— military 

nacret, which it/wasn't, « ^iedge of the U-2 spy plane - and the 

Tdisuhas to do with sw needad ia what Helanson omit*, height, 

one thing, had it oeen ^ which was not possible. And ha wants 

seeking. Helanson says Oswald k e for the Russians to shoot the plane 

«- *— * *» *“* t;: j .I* « - <— * “ *■“ *• “*• 

down. Does it make any sense at all for the 

plana? about ^ CIi . . Biaa.ll. which ia i«««" “ 

* “L Bissell did not d.aign tha U-2. Brft in «h. entire “““» 

d - r r:rr^ - - — • «-* -r&r "iss 

script he does not idenxny deal , he iakes no reS*rsssc®=*ef 

it. »*«•«■* " “ tt -« do„ - « » - «. — » — 

possible intelligence objective m 

acheduled between *—>» « and Oaaald but ha does not 

Ho devotee attention o — quit. to thia 

- — - - m of - Oswald — -*• 

nannaoript. It featurad an artlc , B than you sited. But 1 SBVao •»>» 

I a. aware that what a have done ^ ^ „ t ltll a to ev^uata what 

from reading *£he >Wtt* Uonapirao, that t # of „ M than, are «l»et non. 

-» Helanson wrote - ^ ^ ^ on. without ~ 

rrjrrr.- — - - - 1 “ “ 4 ,8 “- H8 “ o, “' 



nay be a few days before I can get to correcting it - you can see what my typing is - 
and it will go somewhat slowly then because I am not able to sit at a desk and write. 

I'll have to hold the pages in a clipboard in one hand and write witn the other. I 
not want you to have to wait until slower fourth-claaa mail gets it to you. 

I also* from my knowledge of his prior work, did not want you to be in the position 
of having to evaluate generalities from me when sm*. you do not know me. Now for your 
'questions s 

I. What has the author accomplished? Nothing except puffing himself up unjustifiably. 
Content: Nothing new and omits much tliat is pertinent and well-known. It is not 
a oompetent job and the content is largely imaginaty, unreal. 

Argument: he does argjrallt is not reasonable, not rational and is a virtual 
impossibility. 

2k know of no other book on Oswald as any kind of agent but there ar® articles, as 

I fhit' - , . 

I indi cate above, the he ignores, and his work does not compare favorably. 

;|Valu® and import an^: It has no value and no importance. Sorry, this is 41 It is a 
vezy bad book that will only mislead and misinform and confuse the reader more. 

3: Oflginality and scholarship: The only originality is his untenable theories. This 
manuscript is anything but scholarly, as my notes will reflect. There is a large 
body of material in the form of official records and dependable published work 
that is entirely ignored and he twists, distorts and misr® presents what ho does 
use. uses the work of others as his own. If this represents his scholarship, 

I lament for his atudentd! 

5. Focus is on the unreal; he skips around in developing that and is ignorant of 
what could help thi 3 development or omits it or both; it is unclear and has the 
same defects with regard to his presentation of Oswald, where what he does not 
have is really astounding - and it is well know* and in the sinces he does cite . 
-and "ihe same can be said for de 1’ohrenschildt and his developing of his theory; 
the accuracy is poor and he is often grossly inaccurate, as I indicate in the 

notes, where I also cite specific passages. 

While at my age and in the state of my health I want to avoid all the controversy 
I can, I cannat and I do not ask that you withhold this or the notes from “elanson. T 0 do 
so cfruad be regarded as unfairness. I also offer what you do not ask - V 11 respond to any 
questions eSs" disagreements or denials. 

>, In every way, this is as bad, as unworthy and as dishonest as book as I car remember 

with the exception of aa*’ overtly fraudulent boolo by * con artistry ulli 

If you or anyone else at greenwood have any question, please ask them. I'd rather 

not have any other distribution of this and the notes. 

Sincerely, ^ ‘ .lit 

H.rold Weisberg 
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You may wonder why Melanson suppressed what the defected KGB official said about Oswald 
and the KGB's belief about him when that could be so important in this manuscript. This 
is only one of the things Noaenko told the FBI and it included in reports my first copies 
of which I got at the Archives and published 15 years -"-go. Copies are also in the FBI 
reading room, in JFK assassination files. Kosenko also told the FBI that the. KGB did not 
interview Oswald and he explained why, the^ considered him unbalanced, and ~ife5¥~they had 
had him under observation by the Intourist guide and hotel personnel. 

- It is true that this need not be true just because Kosenko saod it, but .all tijat 

is known does tend to confirm it. The KGB ordered that he leave when his tourist visa 
expired in a few days and they'd never i»ve uone that with a Marine who had secrets he 
was giving to them. 

Whether or not he beliebed it, Melanson suppressed all mention of it. 

y*ar 

ted more than once he depends on secondary sources and their accounts of what 
was said by a lone source. 

How dependable is Hoeenko? The CIA gave liim r. large sum of money and then hired 

Utf 

him as a consultant. This is all in the house Assinations Committee report that Melanson 
quotes and cites so extensively. 

But Melanson didn't even say what Kosenko said and the/en sage. he does not believe 

ito %*h*}*' 

and •he' depends so much on what he says that Oswald told the KGB. 


1 



t/n. c Lcumi* 

dtandards and precepts it is unwrj^hy(when^Bringuier' s i^-wui thy. 
tude of articles on the assassination, only two of his are listed, 
of all the TV uocumentaries , ony two by CBS are listed. One that HBC-TV dffid 
« and Garrison's response are not listed, nor are the many domestic and foreign 


re and abroad**v-> 




iWhat I am saying again is that e\/en his bibliography is not scholarly or honest 
-reflects ignorance, preconcpetions , pre j udice^scs /poor j ucigement^f--a =-eo ! ^binat ±Oir^)f 

If there was a legitimate reason for including Soy/fatcher in the bibliography 
then why not any of the other British books, particularly one devoted entready to fete 
aritieh-book-on the plot to overthrow^ the British government by its own spookery, 
barely mentioned in Spy catcher. The Ola was involved in that! 

I've done this in haste and under conditions that ought not intrude themselves into 
this kind of work. I'Vj/r.:ad the manuscript only once, annotating while reading. I decided 
to comment and analyze page-by-page because I had read Melanson's The Kurkin Conspiracy. 


It id a remarkably dishonest book and suffers mortTe^Ss serious defects than publishers 
ordinarily could possibly yoerceive. It also has contrivances designed to make it appear 
that ^blanson has solved the crime and to stake out his claim to being the, 


expert on that assassination about which he is ad&a -also astoundingly ignorant. In that 



book he also addressed none of the alleged evidence of the crime itsel£jj»& was in fact 
ignorant of not only that fact bu^a judicial determination of fact in that crime. In 
both books he takes the safe and unscholarly course of assuming guilt. If desired, I can 
expand on this. 

Soy Saga is permeated by dishonesty, ignorance, stupidities, factual errors, 
childish 'thinking, incompetent and immature pseudo-analyses, fabrications, amateur vghrihkery 
and it is ai^go-trip. 

It is trash and the trash stinks! 



